wings clipped. In itself, this would not be an unwelcome result. Considerably more reserve in the postulating of parallels between the inner life of God and the existence of the Church would be healthy. As Lincoln points out, the diverse usage of koinonia terms in the New Testament does not support the assumption that Paul, for example, operated with a fully worked out theology of communion ( koinonia ) that can be gleaned by collating all his references to this term.
However, it seems to me, as a non-specialist in this area, that there may well be some problems with Baumert's position, not least in its attempt to cover all New Testament examples. Th e key question is whether koinonia sometimesnot necessarily always -signifi es participation.
As Lincoln himself notes, one of the most diffi cult texts for Baumert to accommodate is 1 Corinthians 10.16, 18 (Baumert has an extensive discussion of this passage). Th is reference is important not simply for communion theology in general, but for sacramental theology in particular. 'Th e cup of blessing that we bless, is it not a koinonia in the blood of Christ? Th e bread that we break, is it not a koinonia in the body of Christ? Because there is one bread, we who are many are one body, for we all partake ( metechomen ) of the one bread. Consider Israel according to the fl esh; are not those who eat the sacrifi ces koinonoi in the altar?' Here the element of participation in something held in common, linked to physical eating and drinking and expressed by koiononia , seems inescapable. Perhaps it is particularly signifi cant that there is also what looks very much like a virtual synonymity of koinonia and metoche .
Another problem text, I think, would be 1 John 1.3: 'we declare to you what we have seen and heard so that you also may have fellowship ( koinonia ) with us; and truly our fellowship ( koinonia ) is with the Father and with his Son Jesus Christ' (cf. also vv. 6-7). Th e context, established in the fi rst verse ('what we have heard, what we have seen with our eyes, what we have looked at and touched with our hands, concerning the word of life'), echoed in v. 3 ('what we have seen and heard') suggests a very direct, even sensuous experience of what it is that the authors want to share -which is, in a word, 'Jesus Christ come in the fl esh' (4.2) -and a genuine participation in him, not simply a partnership or having in common.
I wonder what deeper linguistic, epistemological or even ontological factors are at work in Baumert's approach. Is this an issue where the historic debate between nominalists and realists (in crude caricature, between Aristotelians and Platonists) is relevant? Certainly, in everyday English, to have something in common often implies that you share in that something and therefore
